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European Policy and Practice Towards the Roma

AQCI 3: Okely, J.: ‘Writing Anthropology in Europe: an example from Gypsy research’ 

1: Central Quotation: ‘In this paper I shall explore the consequences of doing fieldwork in Europe and England in the 1970s and 1980s in relation to my fieldwork on Gypsies. The political and intellectual context affected what could be written in and what was written out. ... Changes in the intellectual anthropological climate have opened different possibilities and stylistic forms.’1
2: Argument: In this article, Okely reevaluates two of her earlier anthropological works on the UK Gypsies, Gypsies and Government Policy in England (1975) and The Traveller Gypsies (1983), in light of what could be broadly termed the post-modern turn in anthropology. She repeatedly refers to the Clifford and Marcus’ (1986) landmark work concerned with the poetics of anthropological writing. Okely reflects on the anthropological milieu of the time which traditionally favoured researching of the exoticised ‘other’ before Europeanist studies, and on the specific consequences of doing fieldwork in England and publishing its results there. Among these, she includes the issues of confidentiality which have to be more rigorously pursued than in case of non-European fieldwork, and of self-censorship with regard to secret official documents the publication of which could have serious legal implications. Considering both the theoretical shifts within anthropology and above mentioned practical and ethical issues, she expresses her taste in using her ethnographic material in different ways, such as including more narratives, more data about particular individuals, more reflections of the anthropologist-informant relationship etc.     
3: Question: Although Okely acknowledges the need to insert the ‘I’ of anthropologist into texts, detailed discussion of how this should be properly done lacks. The expressed need to confront ‘the implications of the gender, race, nationality and age of the researcher’ doesn’t suffice, since it seems to draw on the objectivist assumption that the fieldworker’s ‘I’ can be analytically divided into such obvious components and as such comfortably reflected in a text. 
4: Experiential Connection: As a student in ethnology in the Czech Republic, I perceive general uneasiness about ‘reflective’ or ‘subjectivist anthropology’ in the anthropologic circles. Such currents, while their trendiness can’t be altogether ignores, are stereotyped as ‘masturbatory’ and lacking in meaning. One could suppose that the Czech researchers still cling to the old good authority of the Objective Anthropologist.
5: Textual Connection: ‘These [post-modern] arguments have led to various reactions. ... A considerable number [of anthropologists] have retained their interest in ethnography, but turned their attention to their own societies, or to others in the North.’2 In their analysis of the impacts of post-modern turn on anthropology, Gardner and Lewis support Okely’s observations on the relatively recent changes in such a seemingly neutral question like the choice of locality where the object of anthropological inquiry, defined as an human socio-cultural system, is to be studied.  
6: Implications: The implications of the text are crucial for authors of any anthropological fieldwork reports, not only on the Roma. Okely provides some useful and inspiring ideas as to how render such texts better theoretically founded and sincere both to the informants and the author himself or herself.
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